We read with interest the article entitled "Transplantation of cryopreserved teeth: a systematic review" (Osathanon, 2010) . Although the author is to be congratulated for his systematic approach to cryopreserved tooth transplantation (CTT), we would like to draw your attention to some technical limitations of this review.
Secondly, it is known that electronic searching can retrieve most of the relevant randomised controlled trials (RCTs) in English, and there is no influence of language restriction on the main outcome of most systematic reviews (Pitak-Arnnop et al., in press ). Our systematic review on management of osteoradionecrosis of the jaws showed that adding the literature in French and German was unlikely to change the study findings (Pitak-Arnnop et al., 2008; 2010b) . However, PubMed alone cannot locate over half of dental RCTs (Türp et al., 2002) and German oral-maxillofacial surgery RCTs (Schulte et al., 2004) , and approximately 40% of the articles indexed by Embase (Zlowodzki et al., 2006) . This emphasizes the importance of manual searching, the use of multiple search engines, and inclusion of primary studies in multiple languages. Analyzing all relevant databases, including the "grey" literature (meeting proceedings, symposiums, abstracts, dissertations), and contacting experts in the field are also recommended (PitakArnnop et al., 2010a; in press ).
Thirdly, it is recommended that the author(s) follow the guidelines for reporting of RCTs or systematic reviews (e.g. CONSORT, PRISMA) during the manuscript preparation. A flow diagram is essential to show journal readers the methods or results of the study (http://www.prisma-statement.org/statement.ht, http:// www.consort-statement.org/consort-statement/13-19---results/). All of this information can be simply presented by a flow diagram. Hence, we recommend adding a flow diagram to present the number of hits in
